Abstract: Between 1863 and 1911, the guidebooks and several other publications of the Hamburg Zoological Garden characterized animals as standardized, biologically determined "Types." These typologies were reinforced by physical and anthropomorphic descriptions and representations of animals as commodities or fragmented objects of scientific scrutiny. In this way, attempts to classify and collect animals reduced them to unsophisticated, interchangeable objects that confounded the zoo's mandate to deepen public and scientific knowledge about wild animals. Instead, captive wild animals were rendered as simplified and generic representations that called into question the authenticity of the zoo experience and the scientific premise of the zoological garden.
Among them was the Hamburg Zoological Garden which opened in May 1863. Like many of its German contemporaries it was founded through a society of shareholders and had the dual mandate to provide citizens with a place of leisure and to advance scientific knowledge. Indeed, to this end, between 1863 and 1911, the Hamburg Zoo sold handbooks that guided visitors through the zoo and enabled visitors to learn more about the zoo's animals. In addition, the zoo also briefly published a newspaper, the Zoological Garden Reporter (Zoologischer Garten-Anzeiger), and a small magazine called the
The Zoological Garden in Hamburg (Zoologischer Garten in Hamburg).
3 A critical aspect of fulfilling the zoo's scientific and educational mandate was to systematically collect and categorize animal species for display. As one contemporary journalist explained about public zoos in general, "In the zoological garden stand as many species as possible with a single or several representatives on display, mostly in narrow cages or also in larger enclosures, but always strictly separated according to species." 4 Although a systematic close reading of other German zoological gardens would reveal if this approach to collection engendered a more generalized discourse, this paper illuminates the way in which the Hamburg Zoological Garden's attempts to educate visitors about the characteristics of the various animal species were controverted by its approach to the classification and description of its collection. 5 In this way, it will call into question the nature of the Hamburg Zoo's approach to animal collection.
In this paper, I examine the representation of animals in various publications of the Hamburg Zoological Garden to show that particular approaches to the description and portrayal of animals reduced them to simplified, standardized and interchangeable objects that confounded the zoo's mandate to deepen public and scientific knowledge about animals. I begin by briefly discussing the importance and role of animal collecting at the Hamburg Zoo. Next, I specifically consider the descriptions served to characterize animals as standardized "Types" intended to represent all animals of a particular species. Last, I argue that these reductive typologies were reinforced by descriptions, perspectives and images that objectified animals, which were often presented literally as commodities or fragmented objects of scientific scrutiny and underscored their status as unsophisticated and generic objects. In this way, the captive animals represented at the Hamburg Zoo failed to capture the complexity of their wild counterparts, calling into question the authenticity of the zoo experience and, with that, the premise of the zoological garden.
Thus, I begin by briefly describing the importance and role of animal collecting at the Hamburg Zoo. As the seventh zoo to open in the German states the Hamburg Zoo was a relative latecomer to the scene. Nevertheless, since it was centrally located in a port city it was wellpositioned to become one of Germany's leading zoos. Until approximately 1883 the variety of its collection was unsurpassed and even then only by the Berlin Zoo. 6 In the second half of the nineteenth century, having a zoo was a civic status symbol. 7 In turn, the size and completeness of an animal collection determined the zoo's own importance among other institutions. At the height of the Hamburg Zoo's success, just prior to World War I, examples of 1,000 different species could be found within its collection of 4,000 animals. 8 As Dr. Julius Vosseler, one of the Hamburg Zoo's director's described it, easy access to animals from abroad made it possible for the Hamburg Zoo to "gather valuable particulars about the natural life and existence of foreign animals in their homeland;
to bring, for the first time, many species to the attention of science or to have them reproduce; and to take on or to send the other zoological gardens the foreign animals that arrive that are appropriate to their specialties, once again, affording considerable service to the assistance of the general public." 9 Clearly, the director regarded a large and varied collection of animals as critical to the zoo's mission.
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In this way, Hamburg's advantageous location encouraged and facilitated the zoo directors' zeal for collecting, but Vosseler's comments also reflected a belief in the scientific value of collecting in and of itself. Indeed, the enthusiasm for collection was underpinned by the notion that to know one animal of a particular species or sub-species was to know all animals of that particular species or sub-species. In other words, essential knowledge of an animal "Type" could be obtained through its possession and through observation of its physical and mental characteristics. In its intent the zoological garden resembled the anthropological Typensammlung (literally, a collection of Types), which was a collection of human and/or cultural artefacts meant to characterize supposed ethnic and racial types according to their common physiological traits (albeit based on mass observation) and/or cultural and psychological traits. To be sure, the notion that one animal could represent all animals of its type was the very premise of the zoo.
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Accordingly, when visitors to the Hamburg Zoo followed the guidebooks and systematically moved from display to display, they were presented with a descriptive portrait of each animal -an animal typology based on physiological and sometimes anthropomorphic characteristics that were also portrayed in the zoo's other publications. In themselves, these descriptions suggested that all the characteristics of a particular type of animal were standard and embodied by the individual representative found in the enclosure. So, for example, the zoo's first director, Dr. Alfred Brehm, whose renown as a naturalist also conferred scientific authority on his subjective judgments, declared in the zoo's first guidebook that llamas are "In their mental nature . . . all the same; they are stupid, the "nature and build" of the parrot was "extremely characteristic". 18 Thus, by describing animal "Types" in general terms and by mixing descriptions of psychological qualities with physical traits, the zoo's directors gave the impression that all of the characteristics they described were innate and linked and therefore did not vary within a species or sub-species. Indeed, the notion that these qualities were uniform and biologically determined was critical to the zoo enterprise, which sought to display representatives of every animal Type.
In a sense, the use of individual captive animals to represent all animals of the same Type was Individual animals, which might be exceptionally sick, weak, clever or stupid, for example, were not what was desired for display.
Occasionally, when an animal at the zoo was recognized as an individual, it could still be used to support generalizations. For example, according to Brehm, the hawk is "a highway robber and a tramp of the worst kind. Our young female strangled and devoured her older mate -and certainly not out of love! More need not be said about the character of the hawk." 20 Furthermore, an example from Bolau's series on "Our Beavers" illustrates not just the way in which the author moved easily between references to animals in general and animals in particular, but also shows how anthropomorphism, which might have individualized animals, was actually compatible with this process of generalization. First, the article began by broadly and briefly discussing the appearance and abilities of infant beavers as a whole. Bolau then continued by describing the antics of the zoo's "two offspring -we would almost like to call them Max and
Moritz" and the care given by "Frau Mama" and "Herr Papa" beaver. 21 Yet, although this anthropomorphism humanized and individualized the animals to some extent and, in this case, made them endearing, their anthropomorphic representation was never truly separate from their generic representation. Indeed, Bolau concluded his article by explaining that the zoo had previously possessed other beavers. Although they eventually perished, he matter-of-factly explains, "it took a long time to replace them; only last year the opportunity presented itself to buy a nice pair of Canadian beavers." 22 In this way, despite the seeming individualization of the zoo's animals, they were still only interchangeable representations of Types.
In fact, even where there were exceptions to the standard characterization these did not undermine, but could rather be used to underline the rule by drawing attention to it. For instance, Dr. Vosseler remarked that although normally cross adders (Kreuzotter) refused to eat in captivity, on the contrary the one held by the Hamburg Zoo had repeatedly taken food. 23 Similarly, Brehm described canines as "only brave when they are driven by hunger -and it is exactly for this reason that our domestic dog makes such a notable exception among his familial kin." 24 In this way, the importance of variation was negated by reference to the presumed norm.
Yet, this brings me to my final point, which considers some of the particularly reductive practices used in the Hamburg Zoo publications, which reinforced the idea of generic animal "Types" by suggesting that animals were objects and therefore uniform and interchangeable. The tendency to reduce animals to physical objects, either as a whole or, literally, as pieces sometimes took the form of explicit commodification. Clearly, in the world of science and public education, there was a trade in animals. For instance, the Hamburg Zoo had an arrangement with the Hamburg Natural History Museum whereby the zoo donated the bodies of deceased animals, worth about 2,000-3,000 Marks annually, to the museum to make use of their hides and skeletons. In exchange, the museum provided the zoo with necropsy results for each animal as well as access to the mounted specimens, which were used for lectures given to zoo shareholders and subscribers. 25 However, the commerce in animals was also made apparent to visitors when aquarium and breeding animals as well as animal antlers and surplus animals were advertised for sale in the Zoologischer Garten-Anzeiger, for purchase from the Hamburg Zoo by anyone with the money. 26 Furthermore, in trying to provide the public with useful information about animals, all of the directors frequently commented in their handbooks on the taste of an animal's meat or pointed out other products, such as fur, which could be taken from an animal's body. 27 For instance, Dr. Brehm explained about the Fausthuhn, a wild fowl, that "Its meat is pleasant tasting, but tough. Nevertheless this is the reason for the persecution, which the flying fowl must suffer from humans and desert predators." 28 Similarly, Dr. Bolau explained, that in its homeland the yak had long been domesticated, adding that "His significant physical strength can be used to advantage for pulling and carrying loads; milk and meat are pleasant tasting; the hair and especially the tail are highly prized -these as decorative objects and signs of rank -he is the so-called horsetail of the Turks." 29 Clearly, references to the commodities which could be extracted from animals not only objectified them, but in some sense reduced them to an assemblage of mere parts representing diverse products: flesh, milk, tail, teeth, skin and even physical labour. As Carol Adams has pointed out, just as fragmentation in representations of women's bodies strips them, as objects, of any reference to their subjective selves so, too, does the fragmentation of animals' bodies. 30 Furthermore, even though all of the Hamburg Zoo directors used these kinds of descriptions, the illustrations in many of the guidebooks added a further dimension to this treatment of animals. In the 1865 edition of Brehm's handbook, there were twelve images. 31 At first glance, these illustrations are unremarkable. With the exception of an image of birds at the zoo's waterfall grotto, 32 all of the illustrations showed the physical structure of an animal enclosure -buildings, bars and fences -thereby implicitly or explicitly situating the animals directly within the zoo and its enclosures ( Figure 1 ). 33 Much like a photograph, these images conveyed the actual appearance of the zoological garden and replicated the visual experience of the zoo visitor. Yet of these twelve illustrations, seven of them also depicted zoo visitors as they viewed the captive animals thereby drawing attention to the act of observation itself (Figure 2 ).
In this way, the positions of zoo visitors as observers and the captive animals as the observed were clearly articulated. With only one exception, there is no possibility of an alternative view, of seeing the animal's perspective looking out from within the enclosure towards the zoo visitors. 34 In all of these types of illustrations, the visible barriers of the enclosures demarcate the boundaries between humans and animals and suggest the perspective of the visitor, while images of people looking at the confined animals within further reinforced the distinction between visitor and captive, human and animal, subject and object. In fact, in none of the images did animals look towards the observer. The animals were always shown as completely indifferent to zoo visitors. Indeed, in many cases, such as those of the kangaroo house, the predatory bird cage and the "wolf's lair," the enclosed animal is barely visible, or as in the cases of the "predator's gallery" or the bear's cage, not visible at all! 35 It was only the house or enclosure and the people moving towards it or looking into it that were depicted. In other words, in no case in these illustrations did animals observe humans. When animals were depicted they were the objects of attention. When they were not shown, it was the human act of observation that was represented. In this way, the status of the zoo visitor as a subject was reinforced by the privileging of his or her perspective.
However, the representation of animals in Brehm's guidebook was not the only approach used. Indeed, his tenure at the zoo was short. Brehm left in 1866, after only 3 years as the Hamburg Zoo's director. 36 Afterwards, the zoo continued with the acting leadership of various individuals for nine more years. 37 Although these were not the predominant form of representation in this guidebook -there were also 9 new images showing animals in a natural setting, which I will return to later -these images of fragmented, decontextualized bodies nevertheless suggested the scientific tendency to isolate animals into representative biological components for more detailed study.
To be sure, Bolau was a scientist in his own right. Not only had he been a member of the Hamburg Natural Science Society and a Headmaster for Nature Studies at the Johanneum High School in Hamburg, but he had also published work on ornithology. Furthermore, such images reflected Bolau's zoological training at the University of Giessen with Dr. Rudolf Leuckart, an important comparative anatomist. 39 Fittingly, an article about predators in the Zoologischer GartenAnzeiger, which was published during Bolau's tenure, stated "If we dissect the animals more precisely, then we find the following more or less general characteristics in the build of the predator." The article then continued its anatomical analysis in tremendous detail. 40 Certainly in anthropology the painstaking reduction of the body of the Other into anatomical parts deemed to characterize particular races was not an unusual endeavour. Indeed, the 50 pages of
analysis in works such as A Contribution to the Craniology of the Eskimo (Ein Beitrag zur Kraniologie der
Eskimo), by Dr. Bruno Oetteking, illustrates the extent of this type of scientific interest. 41 The pursuit of physiognomic truths led both to the literal sectioning of human bodies into constituent parts, On the other hand, by 1901 illustrations showing animals in the zoo's own enclosures had been completely eliminated. They were replaced mostly by additional illustrations of animals in naturalistic settings. These supplemented the guidebook's fragmented images, visually "capturing" animals in such a way as to encourage narrative fantasy -as though a hunter, adventurer, animal collector or natural scientist on an expedition had just happened upon the object of his pursuit (Figures 10 and 11) . 42 Indeed, a striking illustration ca. 1890-95, likely for a periodical, shows a wild boar fleeing through the forest. Although the boar's dynamism would have been unusual for a handbook illustration, the tightly framed image of an animal in its natural habitat could otherwise easily have been used in the zoo guide -except that the boar's body was marked with a target -the title of the image ( Figure 12 ). Taken together, the zoo guide's detailed and realistic illustrations of animals in both fragmented isolation and in their natural settings suggested a gaze that focused attention specifically on animals' bodies as objects. To be sure, this gaze was reflected in and even fostered by the guidebooks, which taught zoo visitors how to observe animals by directing their attention to specific identifying characteristics and anatomical details. As a result of the large number of animals in the Hamburg Zoo's collection it appears to have been necessary for the guidebooks to be brief in their descriptions. In Bolau's handbooks, the majority of entries were limited to one or two sentences describing either geographic distribution, diet, appearance, temperament, utility or some combination of these (plus the name and location of the animal's donor if there was one). So, for instance, a typical entry, such as that for a macaque called the "Schweinsaffe", literally "swine ape", stated that it "takes its name from the short, somewhat turned tail that is not unlike the same body part of a pig. From Java, Sumatra and
Borneo." 43 Where the animals, such as birds, were very numerous, the book's descriptive comments Nevertheless, despite the need to efficiently catalogue a great number of animals, the zoo guides still had to point out details that would aid visitors in identifying and distinguishing the animals from one another. Thus, it was not uncommon to find very precise entries remarking on subtle or minute characteristics. For example, the Nilgai (Nilgau-Antilope) was described as ". . . large, long-legged, less slender than her relatives." 45 The sable antelope (Rappen-Antilope) was "one of the most imposing antelopes, is deep black-brown in colour and has an upright mane on its neck." 46 In comparison the gazelles were "small, highly delicate little animals of the most slender build and light brown colouring. The beauty of their eyes is well-known." 47 Thus, the use of meticulous description focused visitors' attention on the body making it the primary means of animal identification, implicitly encouraging the notion that animals were fundamentally interchangeable physical entities.
Likewise, a variation of this trend was continued under the directorship of the zoologist Dr.
Julius Vosseler, who assumed his role in 1909 after working for the Prussian government at a biological/agricultural institute in German East Africa. 48 In Vosseler's guide, a pronounced scientific detachment was manifested by his significantly brief remarks about animals, which were primarily identified by their geographic distribution and a short physical description. 49 Most comments were only a sentence long. Generally, Vosseler's remarks did not extend beyond two sentences, unless elaborating on an animal especially uncommon in zoos, such as the beaver. Unusual animals such as the kangaroo also received somewhat more attention.
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A typical catalogue entry, like that for polar bears, stated the animal's Latin name and that it was "mainly carnivorous, swims and dives superbly, hunts fish, seals, etc. North. Polar region." 51 In another example, the serval cat was simply described as "long-legged and short-tailed, with noticeably small head and large ears. S. and Middle Africa." 52 Indeed, in the most extreme examples of brevity an animal was identified only by its scientific name and geographic distribution or only by the common and Latin names. 53 As a result, the guidebook was almost devoid of subjective evaluations of the animals. Instead, most animals were stripped of all characteristics, or if at all, only those pertaining to their anatomy and abilities were mentioned.
Put another way, such descriptions suggested that the best way to know and understand animals was through their bodies. For example, another article in the Zoologischer Garten-Anzeiger series on "Our Predators" made this explicit by arguing that "In their entire nature, dogs show that they are much less dependent on exclusively animal nourishment and permit the conclusion that accordingly, they will also be less murderous and greedy for blood than cats are. . . . The facial expression shows this very clearly, as the dog's face speaks to us in a friendly manner and never lets the defiant selfconfidence and the wildness that are revealed in the cat's face, become especially noticeable." 54 Clearly, this kind of description expressed a belief in physiognomy, the notion that physical appearance was an expression of character. As it did in humans, it also presumed that animal "Types" were uniform and biologically determined. They did not vary between individuals: animal traits and temperaments were fixed and interchangeable and located within the body.
Finally, it must be understood that in seeking to amass a large collection of "Types" the Hamburg Zoo was able to justify its existence from a conservationist position through the acquisition of endangered species. Hamburg Zoo literature produced by all three of the zoo's directors frequently pointed out instances where species in its collection were rare or threatened by extinction. 55 Just as the Typensammlungen of anthropological museums sought to preserve and display the artifacts of far-off dying peoples and cultures, the zoo represented itself as a reserve for rare and vanishing species. 56 But, like any artifact or cultural remnant, once it was removed from its original context, its meaning changed and was often diminished through the reductive exercise of labeling and description.
Likewise, animals which might in the complexity of their natural environment have exhibited more individualized and varied behaviours were reduced to static and simplified generic objects. 57 Indeed, one contemporary writer in a Hamburg Zoo newspaper article even lamented that this was a problem of zoos in themselves. Despite quoting a lengthy exposition by Dr. Brehm about the many qualities of the parrot, including that it was proud, brave, loyal, hot-tempered, cruel and cunning, the author ultimately concluded that Brehm's observations mainly reflected the qualities of captive animals. In fact, the article's author conceded, "In their nature, however, they show considerable variations, . . . All of these characteristics become modified through captivity and taming, at times they are even totally changed, so that we no longer believe that we have any kind of parrot in front of us at all." 58 In conclusion, the zoological endeavor to collect and categorize animals was underpinned by the use of physical descriptions alone or combined with anthropomorphism to characterize animals as Types. These typologies were reinforced by images and descriptions that objectified animals and sometimes reduced them to commodities or to fragmented objects of scientific scrutiny. Indeed, the body was isolated and represented as the key to classifying and characterizing animal Types, yet such attempts at classification only made the animals appear uniform, unsophisticated and interchangeable. Ironically, as a result, although the Hamburg Zoological Garden had been founded with the intention of advancing scientific and public knowledge about wild animals, through this very endeavor its goals were confounded. Ultimately, it was a problem of the concept of collection in itself that the zoo succeeded only in conveying generic and simplified representations of captive animals. The author wishes to thank John Buhler, Allan Rowe and her anonymous readers for the careful readings and thoughtful comments they contributed to this article.
